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I. THE PROBLEM POSED T HE seven short letters of Saint Ignatius, Bishop of Antioch, have been the occasion of a vast amount of literary and historical discussion in the last eighty years. A thorough-going discussion of these letters in their relation to the Gospel of Saint John might appear "much ado about nothing" to the lay mind; to the scholar, interested in the problems of primitive Christianity, a review of the question will be of profit and interest.
There are two settings possible, either one of which might set the stage for our discussion. In the first setting, we should presuppose the existence, towards the turn of the first century of our era, of a written document substantially (and, for the most part, in accidentals too) in accord with our Fourth Gospel, whose composition "overwhelming documentary evidence, dating back from the second century, . . . unmistak-ably assigns ... to John the Apostle." 1 Passing over from Ephesus to Syrian Antioch, we should fall in with seven short letters, 2 written by her Bishop Ignatius on his way to a martyr's death at Rome 3 no more than a score of years after the composition of John's Gospel. 4 Heralded as a disciple of the Apostle John, 5 not once does Ignatius mention his "master" by name. And yet, so startling is the echo of the Johannine thought in the Epistles, so redolent of the Johannine are certain Ignatian turns of expression, 6 that the reader with a Fourth Gospel background is brought up short, is compelled to ask himself: Whence this remarkable parallelism? Is it true that we can add the name of Ignatius to the list of those who, by their utilization of the Fourth Gospel in the primitive Church, prove it to have been already in existence as the Christian era was rounding out its initial century? 7 In short, realizing that the Fourth Gospel already existed when the Bishop of Antioch wrote, can we affirm that St. Ignatius knew that Gospel?
The alternative setting discounts, to some extent, the full force of the evidence we possess for the date of the Fourth ijohn Donovan, The Authorship of St. John's Gospel (London, Burns, Oates & Washbourne, Ltd., 1939. Pp. xxv-280) , p. 33. The evidence for the authorship and date of the Fourth Gospel may be found in any reputable Catholic manual of Apologetics (Grandmaison, Felder) , or the special treatises (Lepin, Donovan) and commentaries (Lagrange, Durand) on the Gospel in question.
2 Cf. J. B. Lightfoot, The Apostolic Fathers. Part II. St. Ignatius. St. Polycarp. 2nd ed. Vol. I (London, Macmillan and Co., 1889. Pp. xxii-767), pp. 70-134, 233-430 . After a masterful investigation that has compelled the assent, ungrudging or otherwise, of Ignatian scholars the world over, the learned Bishop of Durham concludes: "On these grounds we are constrained to accept the Seven Epistles of the Middle Form as the genuine work of Ignatius." (P. 423) 3 In chronological order, four at Smyrna (Eph., Magn., Trail., Rom.); three at Troas (Philad., Smyrn., Polyc).
4 ". . . we shall be doing no injustice to the evidence by setting the probable limits between A.D. 100-118, without attempting to fix the year more precisely." (Lightfoot, op. cit., p. 472) The prevailing tendency is to date the martyrdom, and consequently the Epistles, between 110 and 117, as does Dietze, "Die Briefe des Ignatius und das Johannesevangelium" (Theologische Studien und Kritihen, LXXVIII (1905) . Pp. 563-603), p. 563.
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Martyrium
Colbertinum I, III. Later the value of this testimony will be considered from a critical point of view. 6 The truth of this statement will emerge from this study. 7 Thus, among the Apostolic Fathers, the author of the Did ache, Polycarp, Hermas; heretics like Marcion; Apocryphal Gospels such as the Evangelium Duodecim.
A thoughtprovoking evaluation of the evidence for the acquaintance of individual Apostolic Fathers with the Fourth Gospel will be found in the work of the Committee of the Oxford Society of Historical Theology, The New Testament in the Apostolic Fathers, (Oxford, Clarendon Press, 1905. v-144). Gospel. True, it presupposes, and with perfect justice, the existence of that document, but leaves it undated in the discussion. The Fourth Gospel would be an "ancient document" obviously antedating the middle of the second century. And we would ask: From the evidence of the Ignatian Letters alone, are we justified-and, if so, with what degree of certaintyin concluding that there existed, at the close of the first century, the written record of the words and deeds of Christ that, under the name of the Beloved Disciple, passed unchallenged the censorship of seventeen centuries?
To sum up. In the first setting the priority of the Fourth Gospel to the Epistles of Ignatius is the datum of our discussion; in the second setting it is the probandum.
Between the two alternatives there would seem little to choose. By either route can we reach our objective: "Did St. Ignatius of Antioch know the Fourth Gospel?" Nor does the selection of the one in preference to the other necessitate a violent change in the method of investigation. Yet the latter setting has one feature to recommend it that is denied the other, an attraction all its own: it is of incomparable apologetic value for the traditional view of the primitive origin of the Fourth Gospel. For, if the evidence of Ignatius is sufficient of itself to demonstrate the priority of John's Gospel, then an addition to apologetic history has been made. Further, the attainment of the objective in setting number two guarantees its attainment in setting number one. For then we could obviously add the name of Ignatius to the list of those who, by their utilization of the Fourth Gospel in the primitive Church, prove it to have been already in existence as the Christian era was rounding out its initial century. On the other hand, to presuppose the priority of the Gospel as an essential prerequisite of our discussion, precludes the possibility of our concluding to its priority from the very Letters themselves.
To sum up. A certain answer under cover of the first setting means that the Christian Apologist will be enabled, with perfect security, to class the Letters of Ignatius among the external evidence for the authenticity of the last Gospel, and shed a ray of light over the background of Ignatius' thought. Just that much and nothing more. A certain answer in the affirmative under the second setting would provide an irresistible weapon in the hands of the orthodox Fourth Gospel critic. Just that and nothing less.
We must, however, hasten to add that the effective utilization of the second and more alluring setting is complicated by a real difficulty. Let us be very concrete. We know that the Letters of Ignatius emanate from a period which begins in the year 107, and ends in the year 117. The supposition of the second setting is that we do not know whether the Fourth Gospel was written before or after the Ignatian Epistles. Suppose, for argument's sake, that our comparison of the two authors has already taken place; that the affinity between the two is of such a nature as to postulate for its adequate explanation a relationship of dependence, one upon the other. At once the vital question is inevitable: On whom does the debt of dependence lie? Who is the creditor, who the debtor? Simply, who borrowed from whom?
Let us check the reply that surges spontaneously to our lips, in deference to a moment's sober reflection. Let us recall that the use of the explicit testimony of later writers as a medium of solution is outlawed by the very supposition of our setting. The answer to the question just posed, from the very nature of the case, must come from purely internal arguments: a state of affairs rendered more than ever perplexing in view of the fact that the Letters contain not a single demonstrable suggestion of an explicit quotation in the passages that serve as the sum and substance of our discussion. But, apart from the fact that internal arguments are seldom sufficient of themselves to solve such problems, those arguments that have been advanced, and others that might be advanced, in support of the priority of the Fourth Gospel on purely internal grounds, seem to the present writer frankly unconvincing. the Gospel "in der sprachlichen Formulierung."
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On the human side of Christ he contrasts the Johannine "The word was made flesh" with the Ignatian "having become perfect man", 13 an advance in precision of expression that will scarcely kindle the author's enthusiastic reaction in other scholars. On the Divine side of Christ Rackl admits that John may well be regarded as "more keen than Ignatius," 14 save for the more copious application of the word "God" to Christ in the Letters: a use surely to be explained by the fact that in Ignatius the Divinity is the datum, in John the probandum.
It must be confessed that Rackl scores a point when he indicates that, on the hypostatic union, the Evangelist has no formulation comparable in precision to Ignatius' words [Eph. 7, 2]: "There is one Physician, of flesh and of spirit; begotten and unbegotten; God, come in flesh, in death, true life; from Mary and from God; first subject to suffering and then incapable of suffering, Jesus Christ our Lord." But to postulate, as the necessary explanation of this "advance," a priority in time which may well involve a mere decade or less, and in writers whose purpose is so different, personality so individual and style so personal, is more naive than convincing.
A stronger case for the priority of the Gospel on purely internal grounds might be constructed if one were to bring out in clear relief how strange it would be for an Evangelist dependent on Ignatius, and certainly writing with a view to the needs of the Church, to neglect what actually is Ignatius' main theme, (insistence on union with, and subordination to, the hierarchy) and focus his attention on that which is rather the foundation and the scaffolding than the superstructure. Or how curious would be such an author's utter omission of an establishment as significant as the triple hierarchy. Yet all this, and very much more in the same vein, has an undoubtedly plausible explanation in the singleness of purpose that characterizes the Fourth Evangelist; in the realization that, whether 7 he takes pen in hand to reannounce the "good tidings" in 100 or a score of years later, he will project himself, heart and soul, into the immortal third decade of the first century. This harks back to the core of the difficulty: the insufficiency, in a question of literary dependence, of a purely internal argument from content and style.
To conclude: From the above considerations it appears advisable to discard the more attractive setting in favor of that which accepts at the outset the priority of the Fourth Gospel. To forestall possible misapprehensions, however, on the justification for such a policy, let it be noted that, in studying the question of the literary dependence of one document on another, it is not only legitimate, but also necessary, to give full weight to the historical evidence for the priority of one of the two documents. Now tradition affirms the authenticity of the Fourth Gospel, that is to say, its Johannine authorship towards the close of the first century. In the light of this consideration, do the Letters bear evidence of literary dependence upon the Fourth Evangelist? If the evidence points to literary affinity between the two documents, in the light of this consideration it points to dependence of Ignatius on the Gospel. Finally, it may be in place to remark here that the reader who sees his way clear to accepting the internal arguments for the priority of the Gospel to the Epistles of Ignatius, need have no hesitation in availing himself of the forthcoming discussion to arrive at a conclusion under cover of the first setting.
II. THE PROBLEM SURVEYED HISTORICALLY
The present study is divided into two main divisions. For, prior to entering upon the critical phase, it aims to present a fairly complete historical survey of the question. Naturally, such a survey will have its quota of limitations. Consequently, the following pages lay no claim to numerical or material perfection. Yet even with quite incidental defects, the value of an historical procedure as an introduction to the critical is hardly problematic. Quite apart from the very natural interest a THEOLOGICAL STUDIES aroused, such a sketch is still a desideratum today.
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For the utility of an outline wherein pass m quick review not only the conclusions that have been reached by scholars of note, but likewise, where possible, the approaches that have led to these conclusions, cannot seriously be doubted. As a result of the historical investigation, the critical inquiry commands respect.
In 1862 18 He proceeded to a rather detailed study to substantiate his claim.
In 1887 the Rev. A. Plummer was at pains to show that the alleged silence of the Apostolic Fathers apropos of the Fourth Gospel, "if it were a fact, would not be an insuperable difficulty" against its authenticity. After endeavoring to show that this silence "is no more than we might reasonably expect," and "may be considered as telling for, rather than against the authenticity," the author turns on his adversaries with the asser-15 Rackl's discussion, op. cit., pp. 320-348, reveals the conclusions of practically every scholar who has even touched on the question down to his time, a quarter of a century ago. Having discussed the relation of the Ignatian Epistles to the Apocalypse, von der Goltz endeavored to answer a more subtle question. Did Ignatius come to appropriate the rich and developed conception of Christianity that existed "undoubtedly" in Asia Minor and found in the Johannine Gospel and Epistles its classical expression through reading our Gospel, or must he be regarded as an independent witness to this way of thinking. He believed that his investigation has already shown to some extent that the latter is the case. 
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In the same year Alfred Resch found the use of the Fourth Gospel by Ignatius "indubitable" and "undeniable."
27
The year 1897 presented the scholarly world with Harnack's conclusion. With von der Goltz Harnack held it improbable, though not impossible, that Ignatius had read the Johannine writings; no certain decision, he feels, can be made. He did, however, protest against the way in which von der Goltz had constructed an "Asia Minor theology," drawn Ignatius into it, and hit upon the hypothesis that the Bishop had previously been in Asia Minor.
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The year following, Friedrich Loofs asserted, after a consideration of the "echo" of John's Christology, that Ignatius must have known the Gospel, and more, he must have been familiar with the Johannine milieu in Asia Minor.
29
In 1899 Camerlynck criticized von der Goltz for an unwarranted insistence on the norm of perfect identity of form. In preference to this he suggested a consideration of the connection of ideas and doctrine, and endeavored to show that even a verbal similarity is not always absent. His conclusion was that, though it seems extremely difficult to obtain complete certitude on such a question, nevertheless, the Gospel of John was probably 
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But he exclaimed at the fallacy of arguing from a similarity of ideas to literary relationship. Pfleiderer asserted that there is not, in the whole collection of genuine letters, "a single sentence" that shows actual dependence on the Gospel or Epistles of John.
37
Dr. Drummond accused von der Goltz in 1903 of resting his argument on a very questionable critical canon. Yet, after a consideration of texts, he admitted that the writer of the Epistles was familiar with the Gospel; this, to Drummond, pointed to a writer after Ignatius' time.
38
These coincidences appear to me sufficiently marked and numerous to make it probable that the writer of the Epistles was familiar with the Gospel. But whether the writer was really Ignatius is far In the course of a series of lectures delivered in the Union Seminary, New York, in the Fall of 1904, 45 Dr. Sanday stated it as his belief that it is not "so much a question of close coincidence in expression," for if Ignatius' "rugged strength of mind" . . . reproduces the thoughts of others, it "does so in a form of its own." Agreeing in the main, as he admits, with von der Goltz, he continues: "I can quite allow that Ignatius has so absorbed the teaching that we call St. John's as it were in succum et sanguinem that the relation cannot be adequately explained by the mere perusal of a book late on in life. There is something more in it than this." He claims that the Epistles do not bear out von der Goltz' hypothesis of a lengthy residence by Ignatius in a Johannine community, and believes "it would be more natural to fall back on the tradition that Ignatius was an actual disciple of St. John," were it not for the lack of early evidence (66).
He does, nevertheless, put the alternatives between "some more or less intimate connexion" in the "dark spaces" of their lives, and the careful study of the Johannine writings "years before the date of his journey to Rome."
The following year, 1905, is memorable for two highly important contributions to our discussion. The Committee, appointed by the Society of Historical Theology in Oxford, gave to the world the result of its efforts in a volume exhibiting those passages of early Christian writers which, in the opinion of the Committee, indicate acquaintance with any of the books of the New Testament. Dean Inge, to whose hands Ignatius was commended, thus summed up what a discussion of a number of texts had revealed to him:
Ignatius's use of the Fourth Gospel is highly probable, but falls some way short of certainty. The objections to accepting it are mainly (1) our ignorance how far some of the Logia of Christ recorded by John may have been current in Asia Minor before the publication of the Gospel. If they formed part of the Apostle's oral teaching, they must have been familiar to his disciples, and may have been collected and written down long before our Gospel was composed. (2) The paucity of phrases which recall the language of the Gospel, and the absence of direct appeals to it; phenomena which are certainly remarkable when we consider the close resemblance between the theology of Ignatius and that of the Fourth Gospel. . . . 
53
As may be seen 9 Jacquier closed with a doubt about the certainty of Ignatius' acquaintance with the actual text of the Gospel. To disturb the chronological order, for the nonce, in the interests of the logical, let us hurry on to the year 1911. Now we find him quoting expressions that he terms identical or almost so, with those of the Gospel. He believes he has found texts "inspired by texts of the Fourth Gospel, though not totally concordant." He expresses, in almost identical language, the doubt which was the concluding note of his remarks three years before, but this time he concludes with Ladeuze's unhesitating affirmation of an acquaintance with the actual text. He believed that the "echoes" of the Fourth Gospel in Papias, Ignatius, Justin and others "are sufficient to prove its diffusion as early as the first quarter of the second century." 60 Dr. Mackintosh, concentrating on the doctrine of Christ's Person, was cautious enough to declare in 1912 that Ignatius' "ideas are Johannine in the main," and endeavored to prove his contention from a study of the Christology of the Bishop of Antioch.
61
The Ignatian scholar may not subscribe to every one of Bardsley's arguments, nor to his conclusions, but he cannot afford to ignore the study itself, made in 1913. 62 Bardsley writes:
Our argument rests not only upon specific parallels but upon the general similarity of the two writers. We must admit items of evidence which though of little significance when considered in isolation indicate when taken together that, to use Dr. Sanday's phrase, Ignatius had absorbed St. John's teaching in succum et sanguinem. If he had not long meditated on the documents, he had passed much of his life in a church permeated by St. John's influence, and the negative evidence of his letters makes strongly against his residence in Asia. Moreover, as we shall see, this argument does not take account of all the evidence (p. 207).
The author then proceeds to show in minute detail the influence of John on Ignatius in the doctrine of the pre-existence of Christ, in the use of the term Logos applied to Our Lord, in emphasis on the subordination of the Son, in the terminology wherewith the Incarnation is described, in the Ignatian doctrine of the Christian ministry, in the insistence on unity, in the eucharistic phraseology, in the Ignatian doctrine of the Spirit, in the importance Ignatius attaches to knowledge and in his fondness for abstract or summarizing nouns, in the doctrine of the Cross, in the doctrine of the subjects of Redemption and in the antithesis of love and hate, in the presentation of the Resurrection, in the doctrine of glory and of the power of the ascended Christ, and in the doctrine of Christ as the door of salvation. The author likewise reflects upon certain evangelical "incidents" with their parallels in Ignatius. His conclusions are:
. . . The Johannine theology is no recent acquisition of Ignatius. It is at the basis of his thinking, the datum and not the probandum. St. John's thought and methods of expression have become part of the furniture of his mind. When the Epistles were written he must have been familiar with it for many years (p. 219).
And further still:
. . . Our study of the letters has proved, not only the influence of St. John, but also that his Epistles and Gospel were already written. The hypothesis of oral influence does not account for the parallelisms. They presuppose the existence of St. John's teaching in its present form, and in the instance of the parallels with Jn. x in its present order and arrangement, and in one place Ignatius assumes that a distinctively Johannine logion was known to his readers (P. 219).
After this, the statement of Dr. Holland must sound tame when he wrote in the same year that, in his Epistle to the Smyrnaeans, Ignatius poured out "his love and hope and joy and fear, in words in which mingle the spirits of the Apostle of Love and the Apostle of the Gentiles, while they enforce that ideal of order and system which traditionally belongs to the great Apostle to whom the keys of the Kingdom of Heaven were first committed." devoted to the subject by Dr. Rackl in his afore-mentioned work on the Christology of Ignatius, 64 which, appearing in 1913, interrupted the quasi-monopoly enjoyed by Englishspeaking investigators of the years immediately preceding. Dr. Rackl recognizes the insufficiency of the evidence supplied by the Martyrium Colbertinum on the personal relation of Ignatius to John, but believes that, though, absolutely speaking, Ignatius' manner of writing may possibly be perfectly original or inspired by Paul, yet the Letters impress a reader as so characteristically Johannine as almost to postulate even an extended personal intimacy between Ignatius and John. Rackl attacks Lutzelberger's "argument from silence," and accuses von der Goltz of a theory that "floats completely in the air, bereft of any positive halting-place," 65 but does not consider it necessary (apparently in view of Dietze's work) to refute the latter in particulars. He takes one example 66 to show a literary dependence, and agrees entirely with the conclusion of Zahn.
67 He points out very clearly how Ignatius is dependent on John in his Christology, taking up specifically the ideas of unity, the Eucharist and the Logos-concept.
Dr. Rackl explains the difference between Ignatius and John by the difference in standpoint. For, though both see in Jesus the Messiah and Son of God, John sets out specifically to prove these claims, while Ignatius, accepting both as well-established facts, writes to prove that Christ, who is the Messiah and Son of God, is really and truly "Jesus," that it was not merely in appearance but in truth and reality that Jesus lived on earth as man. This likewise, in his opinion, demonstrates the priority of the Gospel of John, for the attack on Christ's Messiahship and Sonship was earlier than the denial of His true Humanity. Further, the Letters show an advance over John "in der sprachlichen Formulierung." 68 Rackl's conclusion is: 
